REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



This is an Amendment to accompany the Request for Continued Examination in the 
above-identified application. 

Claims 1-33 were rejected in the Office Action dated November 1, 2005 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nielsen (U.S. 2001/0030663 Al), and further in view of 
Oosterholt (U.S. 2001/0008399 Al ). Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

In the Response to Arguments of the Office Action, (paragraph 2, pages 2-3), the 
Examiner alleges that the web pages of Oosterholt are equivalent to the past-referred to file or 
past-referred to data of claims 1-33, (Office Action, page 3, lines 1-3), and that it is unclear what 
constitutes a normal operation mode, alleging that a mobile communication terminal in a "normal 
communication mode" is communicating, (Office Action, page 3, lines 8-13). 

In the Advisory Action dated March 27, 2006, the Examiner reiterates the allegation that 
the web pages of Oosterholt are equivalent to the past-referred to file or past-referred to data of 
Claims 1-33, (Advisory Action, page 2, paragraph 1, lines 3-18), and states, "In response to 
applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is 
noted that the features upon which application relies (i.e., a past-referred to file is identified by a 
URL address) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light 
of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims", (Advisory 
Action, page 2, paragraph 1, lines 19 - page 3, line 3). 

In response to the quoted immediately preceding statement of the Examiner in the 
Advisory Action, independent claims 1,12, and 23 have been amended to provide, in pertinent 
part, for, "a third display mark which provides an access-related information allowing said 
communication terminal to access a past-referred to file stored in a computer device connected to 
said communication network, and said access-related information being linked to said file, said 
access-related information including a URL address;..." 

Claims 2, 13, and 24, depending from claims 1, 12, and 23, respectively, have been 
canceled, without prejudice or disclaimer, since they are broader than claims 1, 12, and 23, 
respectively. 
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In response to the allegation of the Examiner that the web pages of Oosterholt are 
equivalent to the past-referred to file or past-referred to data of claims 1-33, it is clear from the 
claims and the specification that a past-referred to file is distinct from past-referred to data, and 
that both past-referred to data and past-referred to files cannot be equivalent to the web pages of 
Oosterholt. The past-referred to data is data such that "a reference information" is "linked" to the 
"past-referred to data," (claims 1, 12, and 23; see also specification, page 13, lines 3-19), while a 
past-referred to file is accessed by "access-related information including a URL address", (claims 
1, 12 and 23; see also specification, page 20, line 5, to page 21, line 1). Moreover, the claims 
indicate that such data is stored in the communication terminal whereas the past-referred to file 
is stored in a computer device connected to the communication network , which is accessible to 
the communication terminal, (claims 1, 12, and 23). In contrast, according to the Examiner, the 
web pages of Oosterholt are either available from a remote server or an internal storage medium , 
(Office Action, page 3, lines 5-7). Thus, the Examiner's conclusion that the web pages of 
Oosterholt are equivalent to a past-referred to file or past-referred to data of the instant claims is 
unsupported by the claims and the specification. 

Second, with regard to the Examiner's attempt to equate a "normal operation mode" with 
an alleged "normal communication mode," the Applicant asserts that all references to a "normal 
communication mode" were errors in the specification, and those references have been corrected 
by this amendment to either a "normal operation mode" or a "communication mode." It is clear 
from an exemplary portion of the specification referring to the normal operation mode, (page 13, 
lines 3-19), and an exemplary portion of the specification referring to the communication mode, 
(page 20, line 5 to page 21, line 1), that both modes are distinct from each other because in the 
normal operation mode the past-referred to data is referred to by reference information, whereas 
the past-referred to files are referred to by URL addresses. In addition, a certain set of drawings 
is used to describe operations of referring to data when the mobile communication terminal is 
placed in the normal operation mode, namely, Figs. 1 and 2 A, (specification, page 12, line 24, to 
page 13, line 2), and another set of drawings, Figs. 1, 4, and 5 A, is used to describe the operation 
of referring to a file in the server by the mobile communication terminal placed in a 
communication mode, (specification, page 20, lines 5-8). Thus, it is clear that normal operation 
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mode is a distinct state from the communication mode. In addition, there is no indication from 
the specification that the normal operation mode is a communication mode, other than the 
allegations of the Examiner concerning the erroneous references to a "normal communication 
mode," which have been corrected herein. Moreover, a "normal communication mode" is 
nowhere described in the specification, other than the erroneous references to a "normal 
communication mode." 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, allowance of claims 1, 3-12, 14-23, and 
25-33 is respectfully requested. 

Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the application, allow 
the claims as amended and pass this case to issue. 
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